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develop better coping mechanisms and adjust better to school programming. Success for 

these students, however, depended on more than LRE. Teacher adaptations for the 

students’ individual learning differences (Fuchs, Fuchs, and Bishop 1992)'were necessary 

too. Zigmond and Baker (1990) cautioned that instructors in these classrooms could no 

longer go on with “business as usual.” If students were to succeed, special needs had to 

be considered. In order to plan appropriate instruction for learning disabled students, 

teachers needed training in how to implement adaptations (Rogan et. al.,1995). These 

authors cautioned that “inclusion without support is abandonment” (p.35). 

As more and more diverse students were integrated into the regular classroom 

setting (Fuchs et al., 1992), it became increasingly difficult for the instructor to make the 

same modifications that the special educator provided. Meadows (1996) suggested that 

placement not be restricted, but additional resources be provided to help the development 

of effective instruction. Entire school staffs needed to be aware of the needs of special 

education students and involved in the planning for their instruction. 

The researcher studied the effects modifications had on students’ achievement. 

Problem Statement 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether adapted testing procedures in 

a social studies setting improved achievement of learning disabled students. According to 

McIntosh, Vaughn, Schumm, Haager, and Lee (1993), social studies and science were the 

subjects which students were most often mainstreamed into. These classes, however, were 

difficult for learning disabled students because of all of the reading and writing required.



Abrahamsen and Shelton (1989) recognized that although teachers did not have time to 

make adaptations for each student, students’ comprehension improved when language 

intervention was implemented on classroom texts. According to Schumm and Vaughn 

(1991), not all teachers wanted to make adaptations for students, especially when it 

involved changing curriculum and grading procedures. In addition, Meadows (1996) 

noted, sometimes teachers were not given the true picture of a student’s needs and were 

not trained to deal with their individual needs. Fuchs et. al. (1992) noted that participative 

decision making by the whole staff was important. By allowing teachers to be involved in 

the process from the beginning, student achievement was promoted. 

When Vaughn, Schumm, Niarhos, and Gordon (1993c) conducted a survey of 

students who represented all ability levels, many students felt modifications were helpful to - 

students, while others felt adaptations were a form of cheating. As there was little 

research in whether adapted tests helped students’ scores, additional study was needed. 

This study investigated the following hypotheses: 

1. The level of achievement in social studies was the same for learning 

disabled students who took the test without highlighted text as when it was highlighted for 

them. 

2. The level of achievement in social studies was the same for learning 

disabled students who received highlighted tests which were read to them as when it was 

not highlighted or read to them.



Need for the Study 

The researcher found that few studies had been conducted to show if modifications 

helped mainstreamed learning disabled students. No research was found on test 

modifications and their benefit to students with special needs. The researcher taught 

social studies in a middle school setting, therefore, learning disabled students in social 

studies classes were chosen for study. 

Limitations 

This study was used with only one population of LD students from one school 

setting. All students were Caucasion, which limited comparisons of cultural or ethnic 

groups. Because the study was conducted late in the school year, time allowed for only 

two regular and two adapted tests per subject. Student effort may have been lower at the 

time of the study than at the beginning of the school year. The researcher limited the 

study to social studies to reduce the number of teachers involved in the study, but this 

limited comparisons between academic subjects. 

Another drawback was that the researcher (a 6th grade teacher) could not regulate 

the classroom settings of the seventh and eighth grade students. In this particular middle 

school, students with learning disabilities either received tutoring services or spent time in 

a resource room depending on their level of disability. Learning disabled students who 

received tutoring services were only tutored during language arts or mathematics. 

Therefore, tutors were not available to work with their learning disabled students during 

social studies classes. The resource room teacher, on the other hand, could work with her  



students during any class in which they had difficulty. Because of these scheduling 

restraints, all tutored students were placed in Group A and remained in the classroom for 

their tests. All students who worked with the resource room teacher were in Group B and 

had the tests read to them in the resource room. 

Another limitation which resulted from these scheduling constraints was the limited 

adaptations the researcher could implement. Because the tutors could not come into the 

regular social studies classroom, the researcher had to administer highlighted tests, an 

adaptation which did not require teacher assistance during testing. With tutor assistance, 

the researcher could have included such teacher guided adaptations as dictated tests. 

An additional limitation was the variety of tests used by the teachers. Appendix A 

contains the pre and post tests given to the 6th graders. Each test was worth 100 points 

and had some multiple choice, short answer, and extended response questions. The 7th 

grade tests (Appendix B) were 100 points also but only consisted of twenty matching 

questions. The 8th grade tests (Appendix C) ranged in point value and length. One 

pretest was a crossword puzzle, while another was a twenty-five-question test on map 

skills. Both post-tests were based on a reading selection, instead of material learned in 

class. Reliability and validity were threatened by this discrepancy in test styles among the 

three grade levels.



  

Definitions 

Learning Disability- “is a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes 

involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or written, that may manifest itself 

in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical 

calculations” (Ohio Dept. Of Education, 1995, p.93). 

Special Education Resource Room- is an educational setting that provides remedial 

instruction to handicapped individuals on a regular basis (Dill, 1990). 

Mainstream regular Classroom- is a classroom in which handicapped children are with 

their non-handicapped peers (Dill, 1990). 

P.L. 94-142- is legislation mandating that all students be educated in the least restrictive 

environment, allowing many special education students the opportunity to receive part or 

all of their educational services in the general education classroom (Schumm and Vaughn, 

1991). 

Adaptation- “is any procedure intended to meet an educational situation with respect to 

individual differences in ability or purpose” (Ohio Dept. Of Education, 1995, p.81). 

Those adaptations most identified in the research literature include the instructional areas 

of grouping, homework, lectures, textbooks, tests, and instructional routines (Vaughn et. 

al. 1993c). 

Individualized Education Plan (IEP)- “is a written statement for a child with a disability 

that is developed and implemented in accordance with federal and state laws and 

regulations” (Ohio Dept. Of Education, 1995, p. 85).



Chapter 2-Review of Related Literature 
  

When students with learning disabilities were placed in a regular education 

classroom, the students brought with them needs different from the other students. Many 

students had disabilities which required certain adaptations, or modifications, by the 

educator. They may have needed additional directions, highlighted material, oral instead 

of written work, or shortened assignments (Schumm and Vaughn 1995). In this chapter 

literature was reviewed related to parent, teacher, and student perceptions of such 

adaptations. 

Perceptions about Adaptations 

Parent 

Historically, parents influenced many changes within the educational system. For 

example, parents helped move schools from pull-out programs to current mainstreaming 

practices. Although surveys were conducted in the 1980's on parental views of 

mainstreaming, the researcher felt that studies within this decade would provide more 

relevant data. 

Myles and Simpson (1990) stated that “without parental support, any major 

educational reform is unlikely to succeed” (p.234). According to Myles and Simpson, 

parents of learning disabled students preferred a mainstreamed class for their children. 

Parents in those studies felt mainstreamed classes provided increased social interaction 

with peers and increased coping skills. Myles surveyed 129 parents of learning disabled



. students. He found that most parents supported mainstreaming as long as their 

recommendations were used by the instructors. One third of the parents were willing to 

accept mainstreaming without modifications. Parents most often chose modifications that 

directly benefited their child (e.g., decreased class size). 

Simpson and Myles (1989) conducted a similar study with 53 parents of learning 

disabled, behaviorally handicapped, and educably mentally handicapped children. This 

study revealed similar results as most parents were receptive to mainstreaming if their 

recommendations were utilized by the instructor. In this study, parents also preferred 

modifications directly beneficial to their children. In both studies, however, a minority of 

parents was opposed to mainstreaming, regardless of modifications. 

Student 

Students’ feelings toward mainstreaming influenced researchers’ studies even more 

than parent perceptions. Learning disabled students, however, have often been 

overlooked in the movement toward mainstreaming. The researcher recognized that 

inclusion would fail.without their acceptance, as well as their peers. 

Vaughn, Schumm, Niarhos, and Daugherty (1993b) conducted a study of middle 

and high school students and their perceptions of adaptations in the classroom. According 

to Vaughn et. al. (1993b), “...students’ perceptions are important because they are likely 

to be related to their overall motivation to respond appropriately when the adaptation 

occurs’(p.108). In the study, students were asked questions about two hypothetical 

teachers, one who gave adaptations and one who did not. Not surprisingly, most students



preferred the teacher who provided the adaptations. Because students did not want to be 

singled out, however, they did not want adaptations which changed the tests, homework, 

or text. Vaughn et. al. (1993b) recognized that low achievers tended to prefer the teacher 

without adaptations because low achievers, (i.e., learning disabled students), wanted to 

“fit in” with their peers. 

Another study conducted by Vaughn et. al. (1993c) concurred with the previous 

study as it found that students liked to call each other in the evening and discuss 

homework. Changing homework for learning disabled students inhibited their social 

interests. 

In a third study by Vaughn, Schumm and Kouzekanani (1993a), learning disabled 

students were included in a survey regarding the same two hypothetical teachers. This 

study showed that the mainstreamed learning disabled students preferred the teacher who 

made the adaptations. This study found that middle school students did not want changes 

made to tests, homework, or the textbook, which verified conclusions of the two previous 

studies. Vaughn et. al. (1993a) found that many educators and parents worried that 

adaptations took away from the education of better performing students who did not need 

adaptations. 

Fulk and Smith (1995) surveyed 98 students in an all white rural school and found 

that students in grades 1-6 generally viewed teachers who made adaptations positively. 

These students, at all ability levels, countered the concerns of Vaughn et. al. (1993a). 

Students disagreed that administering individualized instruction for one student would 

hinder instruction for another. In fact, many students recognized that some students



  

needed more guidance than others. 

Learning disabled students in the Fulk and Smith (1995) survey, unlike their peers 

in the Vaughn et. al. study (1993b), preferred the teacher who made accommodations. 

Schumm and Vaughn (1995) conducted a 5 year study of teachers and students in the 

Dade County Public Schools of Miami, Florida and found that students at all age and 

ability levels also preferred a teacher who made adaptations. 

Teacher 

Introduction of mainstreaming depended on parents, acceptance hinged on 

students, but success or failure rested on the individual teacher. Without teacher 

acceptance as well as understanding, mainstreaming failed. Often this failure happened 

due to lethargy or resentment, but often it occurred because training was lacking, or even 

absent altogether. 

Schumm, Vaughn, Gordon, and Rothlein (1994) used surveys and case studies 

with teachers who viewed themselves as effective in meeting the needs of diverse students. 

According to these authors, many teachers did not feel equipped to provide adaptations 

for students, although they were interested in providing them. The study also found that 

some teachers felt mainstreamed learning disabled students should have been prepared to 

do the same work as their non learning disabled peers in the regular classroom. 

In a study conducted by Baker and Zigmond (1990), teachers did not focus on 

individual differences of students but on controlling the behavior of students. Teachers 

taught to the group as a whole, stressing conformity among group members. Baker and 

10



Zigmond (1990) suggested that teachers needed to vary group size to partner activities, 

small group work, and whole group activity for students to be successful. They also noted 

that students needed to be involved in the learning process. Fuchs, Fuchs, and Bishop 

(1992) also found teachers concerned with controlling their classroom, and thus less 

receptive to adaptations. They conducted a study of elementary students in English and 

mathematics classrooms. In this study, less adaptations were made in mathematics than in 

the English classes. Furthermore, the math teachers seemed to lower their expectations. 

McIntosh, Vaughn, Schumm, Haager, and Lee (1993) conducted a study of 

science and social studies teachers in grades 3-12 regarding their learning disabled 

students. Teachers made few adaptations and, as Baker and Zigmond (1990) found, the 

interaction between learning disabled students was minimal. These teachers felt 

adaptations were important and possible in elementary schools, but not necessarily 

feasible in middle and high schools (McIntosh et. al., 1993). Teachers were more willing 

to try adaptations requiring little preparation, and the authors concluded that “...some 

youngsters have extraordinary learning needs that are not being adequately addressed 

within general education classrooms” (McIntosh et. al., 1993, p.260). 

Schumm and Vaughn (1991) also found that secondary teachers did not make 

adaptations as often as elementary teachers. They suggested that one reason for this was 

the need they felt to cover the necessary content during the year. Teachers were willing to 

make adaptations which focused on social skills or motivation of students but not those 

requiring changes to the curriculum or classroom environment. This finding agreed with 

the findings of McIntosh et. al.(1993). In a recent study (Schumm and Vaughn, 1991) of 

11



elementary through high school English teachers, 98% felt they were prepared to plan 

instruction for regular education students, while only 41% felt they could plan for 

mainstreamed students. The authors suggested that perhaps teachers were more willing to 

provide adaptations for special needs students when help from the special education 

teacher or additional training was available. They also concluded that student success 

depended on the teacher desirability to make adaptations 

Schumm and Vaughn (1995) noted that “ classroom teachers’ instructional 

practices are largely improvisational attempts to accommodate the needs of students with 

disabilities” (p.172). They, just as Schumm et. al. (1994), found that teachers felt 

inadequately prepared to make adaptations and did not know how to meet the needs of the 

regular education students at the same time as the students with special needs. Teachers 

felt they were unable to instruct each student at his/her ability level and also coordinate 

their classroom activities with the special education instructors. The teachers who felt 

adequately prepared to deal with special needs students also didn’t implement changes in 

the classroom primarily because of issues like large class size, lack of time, lack of space, 

and student resistance. Schumm and Vaughn (1995) concluded that teachers needed 

additional training in how to effectively use adaptations and how to work collaboratively. 

Examples of Classroom Adaptations 

Mainstreaming involved the cooperation of parent, student, and teacher but also 

the appropriate training for those individuals. Teachers and parents needed to understand 

which adaptations were appropriate and how to appropriately implement the 

12



modifications. 

Rogan, LaJeunesse, McCann, McFarland, and Miller (1995) studied English 

classes which contained some learning disabled students who were co-taught by a regular 

and special education teacher using learning strategies and adaptations for the learners. 

This study showed that learning disabled students succeeded in this environment and that 

their peers were not negatively affected. However, when Zigmond and Baker (1990) 

conducted a similar study, no great improvement was shown, and in fact, the learning 

disabled students actually received lower grades. Zigmond and Baker (1990) commented 

that a year was not sufficient time to implement all the adaptations needed to make their 

study a success. 

Weimer, Cappotelli, and DiCamillo (1994) conducted a study of students who 

were taught self advocacy skills in order to request their own modifications from teachers. 

The study was conducted in 6-8th grade classrooms and then extended into high school 

programs. Students showed knowledge of the skills by carrying their self advocacy skills 

into other classroom settings, but no data was given to show whether students’ grades 

improved after learning these skills. Graham and Voth’s study (1990) also lacked data of 

success rates as they researched only spelling test modifications for learning disabled 

students. Some modifications discussed were shorter lists of words, high frequency 

words, and repetition of words. 

Abrahamsen and Shelton (1989) collected data for their study of mainstreamed 

learning disabled students who had social studies texts with syntactic (i.e., changing past 

perfect tense to past tense) and semantic ( i.e., changing double negatives) modifications. 
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In this study, the adolescents’ comprehension increased with the modifications. 

Fuchs, Fuchs, Hamlett, Phillips, and Karns (1995) studied two fourth grade 

classrooms, one with specialized adaptations and one without. There was no significant 

difference between the learning disabled students who received routine adaptations from 

those with specialized adaptations, but the learning disabled students did increase their 

scores more than their non disabled peers when they received specialized adaptations. 

Fuchs et. al. (1995) also found that regular education students’ achievement increased 

with routine adaptations. Since LD students started with lower academic achievement, 

they had to work harder to get to the same achievement level as their non disabled peers. 

Chapter 3-Methodology 

Population and Sample 

The subjects in this study were learning disabled students in a middle school 

setting. This Dayton school was in an urban setting, and most students came from low 

income, single parent homes. All students had one period of social studies each day with a 

regular classroom teacher. The researcher taught sixth grade and was in her second year 

of teaching social studies. The seventh and eighth grade teachers were both veteran social 

studies teachers who were each two years away from retirement. 

Out of the total population of 33 students identified with learning disabilities (eight 

girls and twenty five boys), 22 participated in this study. There were four girls and 
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eighteen boys, who ranged in age from 12-15. Two sixth graders (one girl and one boy) 

did not receive parental permission to participate in the study, and two sixth graders did 

not take one of the post tests (one girl was in an inpatient treatment facility and one boy 

had an extended illness). Four 7th graders (one girl and three boys) did not receive 

parental permission, and one girl did not take one of the post tests because, according to 

the teacher, “We don’t get along very well and she didn’t want to take my test that day.” 

One eighth grade boy did not return his permission slip, and one eighth grade boy refused 

to take his second post-test. 

Design 

\ The design for this study was a descriptive study, correlational in nature. The 

researcher implemented a pretest, post-test model for this research. Students were given 

two curriculum based tests in their classroom with no adaptations and then were provided 

two adapted tests for comparison. 

Data and Instrumentation 

The instrument was curriculum based tests given by the regular classroom teacher, 

as well as curriculum based tests which were highlighted by the researcher. A copy of 

each test is in Appendices A-C. Validity and reliability could not be determined because 

the researcher used tests already determined by the school curriculum and the individual 

classroom teachers. . 

In April, 1997, a permission slip was sent home to all learning disabled students. A 
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copy of the permission slip is in Appendix D. The students were asked to bring the 

permission slips back by April 30. The researcher sent home additional copies in May to 

obtain permission from the remaining parents, but only one was returned by this method. 

During the Individualized Education Program (IEP) meetings held in May, the tutors and 

research room teacher handed out additional copies of the form to the parents, but only 

one gave verbal permission at the meetings. The principal was given a form (Appendix E) 

to sign which granted permission for the researcher to carry out the project. 

Analysis 

This was a descriptive study involving two groups of learning disabled students. 

Due to scheduling restraints, all tutored students were placed in Group A, and all students 

who received assistance in the resource room were placed in Group B. Group A 

remained in the regular main- streamed classroom to take their tests, which had key words 

highlighted to aid in reading. Group A consisted of three girls and eight boys. Group B 

had the same highlighted tests but were pulled out of the regular classroom setting on test 

days to take their test with the resource room teacher, who read the test aloud to the 

group. Group B consisted of one girl and ten boys. 

This study involved social studies classrooms because the researcher taught social 

studies and could ensure that all sixth graders were given the same testing procedures. 

Involving another subject, such as science, would have added five more teachers to the 

study, thus complicating data collection and control of data. 

A t-test was run to look for significance between the pretest means and the post- 
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test means of all subjects. Another t-test was run to compare the pretest and post-test 

means by group. A final t-test determined whether there was a significant difference 

between the pretest mean of group A and B and the post-test means of group A and B. 

Chapter 4-Results 
  

The researcher administered two pretests to the learning disabled students. Group 

A received two post-tests which had key words or phrases highlighted as an adaptation. 

Group B received two post-tests which were highlighted and administered orally by the 

resource room teacher. The researcher averaged the two pretests and post-tests and 

calculated any positive or negative variance between the means. 

Table I shows the mean of the pretests given (Mean I) as well as the mean 

scores of the post-tests, which were highlighted for the students (Mean 2) in Group A. 

The third column represents the variance between the two mean scores. As the table 

shows, variance ranged from -21.0% to +20.0%. Eight of the eleven subjects had an 

increased variance in their test scores. Four out of five sixth graders increased their scores 

with the adaptations, but only one out of three seventh graders had an increase in test 

scores. All eighth graders had an increase between the pre and post-test means. The 

group variance shows that, as a group, the variance was +4.8%. A t-test showed that a 

significant difference existed between mean | and mean 2 (T (11) = 15.33, p< .05). 

 



  

Table 1 - Means and variance for Group A 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Subject Mean 1° Mean 2° 4Variance® 

No Adaptation Highlighted Test 

6A 83.0% 97.0% +14.0% 

6B 81.5% 88.0% +6.5% 

6C 90.0% 87.5% -2.5% 

6D 83.5% 89.0% +5.5% 

6E | 80.0% 95.0% +15.0% 
TA 58.0% 41.5% -16.5% 

7B 79.0% * $8.0% -21.0% 

7C 76.0% 84.5% +8.5% 

8A 84.0% 97.5% +13.5% 

8B 65.0% 75.0% +10.0% 

8C 75.0% 95.0% +20.0% 

Group 77.7% 82.5% +4.8%             

* Mean | is the average of the two tests given with no adaptations. ° Mean 2 is the average of the two 

highlighted tests. 
° Variance is the amount of increase or decrease between Mean | and Mean 2 

Table II shows the mean scores of Group B before and after adaptations. Group 

B received highlighted tests but the tests were also administered orally to the students. 

The variance for Group B ranged from -22.0% to +20.0%. Seven subjects either 

increased their variance or remained the same in their test scores. One subject in the sixth 

and seventh grade increased their test scores with adaptations, and one subject in each of 

these grades had a decrease in their test scores. Four eighth grade subjects increased their 
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test scores, while two eighth graders decreased their scores. One eighth grader had no 

variance between the pre and post-test scores. The group variance was +1.7%. A t-test 

revealed significant difference between the mean | and mean 2 (T(11) =17.67, p< .05). 

Table 2 - Mean and variance for Group B 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

          

Subject Mean 1° Mean 2° AVariance‘ 

No Adaptation Highlighted/Oral Test 

6A 65.0% 82.0% +17.0% 

6B 82.5% 66.0% -16.5% 

TA 70.0% 82.0% +12.0% 

7B 82.5% 60.5% -22.0% 

8A 77 5% 60.0% -17.5% 

8B 90.0% 97.5% +7 5% 

8C 80.0% 72.5% -7.0% 

8D 80.0% 100.0% +20.0% 

8E 95.0% 95.0% 0.0% 

8F 80.0% 85.0% +5.0% 

8G 80.0% 100.0% +20.0% 

Group 80.2% 81.9% +1.7% 
  

“ Mean | is the average of the two pretest scores given with no adaptations. > Mean 2 is the average of the two 
post-test scores which were highlighted and read aloud. ° Variance is the amount of increase or decrease 
between Mean 1 and Mean 2. 

Additional t-tests were run to compare data between Group A and Group B. 

There was significant difference between mean 1 and mean 2 of all subjects (T(22) =23.72, 

p< .05). There was no significant difference between mean 1 of Group A and mean 1 of 

Group B (T(20) = -.6782, p> .05). There was no significance between mean 2 of Group 
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A and Group B (T (20) = 0960, p> .05). 

Chapter 5-Interpretation/ Implication 
  

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether adaptations increased test 

scores for learning disabled students. The researcher explored the following hypotheses: 

1. The level of achievement in social studies was the same for learning disabled 

students who took the test without highlighted text as when it was highlighted for them. 

2. The level of achievement in social studies was the same for learning disabled 

students who received highlighted tests which were read to them as when it was not 

highlighted or read to them. 

The positive group variances for both Group A and Group B indicated that these 

hypotheses were rejected. 

Conclusions 

Since the group variance for both Group A and B was positive, the researcher 

concluded that test adaptations for learning disabled students were beneficial for 

increasing their achievement. 

Recommendations 

The researcher recommends that teachers in regular education classrooms make 

accommodations for the mainstreamed learning disabled students. As Rogan et. al. (1995) 

suggested, learning disabled students should be able to complete the same courses as their 

non- disabled peers, if the teacher makes the necessary accomodations. As Schumm et. al. 
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(1994) observed, however, teachers must be willing to make accommodations for these 

students. The researcher found that the seventh grade social studies teacher seemed 

agitated that he had to make adjustments for the learning disabled students. 

The researcher also noted that the teachers were often worried about control of 

behavior, rather than individualized education plans. Just as Baker and Zigmond (1990) 

found, the seventh and eighth grade teachers in this project taught to the group as a 

whole, not varying the method of instruction. The researcher, on the other hand, varied 

instruction to partner work, small group activities, and whole group discussions. Instead 

of worrying about conformity (Baker and Zigmond, 1990), teachers need to engage 

students as active members of the class experience. 

Fuchs et. al. (1992) found that some teachers lowered expectations for learning 

disabled students. The researcher found this as well with the eighth grade teacher, who 

did not insist that students turn in assignments on time. He also gave tests which did not 

always correspond to classroom activities. The seventh grade teacher put the answers on 

the board when giving tests and didn’t require learning disabled students to do 

assignments if they didn’t want to. These teachers felt they were making adaptations by 

giving them different tests, but as McIntosh et. al. (1993) noted, teachers were more 

willing to give adaptations if they didn’t take away from the teacher’s time. The 

researcher noted that teachers need to make modifications based on individual needs, not 

the teacher’s convenience. 

Another observation made by the researcher was that the social studies teachers 

were very concerned about covering the curriculum. With new proficiency testing, 

21  



teachers’ performance is rated according to student test scores and thus feel compelled to 

teach to the tests. This need to cover the content, as Schumm and Vaughn (1991) 

discussed, requires too much reading and writing for the learning disabled students. 

Teachers need to make adaptations which would limit the amount of reading expected for 

these students. 

These same authors also realized the need to include the special education teacher 

in the classroom. In this study, the resource room teacher helped make adaptations to 

tests but often was dismissed by the regular education teacher. Teachers need to work 

cooperatively to best serve all students in the classroom. 

As Schumm and Vaughn (1995) realized, textbooks are not easily adapted by 

teachers, and the researcher agrees that this is one of the reasons teachers do not 

implement changes to the text. Assistance is needed to help regular educators make 

necessary adaptations. Schumm and Vaughn (1995) noted that “continued research is 

needed to examine effective and efficient ways to plan and make adaptations for students 

with disabilities and within the framework of planning for and instructing the class as a 

whole” (p. 176). 

As little research has been done in this decade with parents, more current research 

is needed to find out parent views of mainstreaming and adaptations for learning disabled 

students. In this study, the researcher noted that parents were not actively involved in 

their student’s classwork. It was difficult to have permission forms returned for this 

project. One possible explanation is that by middle school parents have already been 

inundated with paper work at yearly IEP meetings. 
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Further study is also needed with different academic subjects. This study only 

focused on social studies but could be conducted in language arts, mathematics, and 

science. Accomodations may be different depending on the subject and disability of the 

student. The researcher also notes that the study should be done over a longer period of 

time to obtain more test scores for subjects. 
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Appendix A- Sixth grade tests 

The first two tests were pretests given with no adaptations. 

The second two tests were post-tests with the highlighted text 

shown. 
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Europe Test - Mrs. Schultz 

Name 

Period 
  

  

Answer the following questions about Europe. 

  

  

  

1. Europe isa a) city b) country c) continent 

2. The Ural mountains are foundin _a) Russia b)Spain c)Germany 

3. The largest country in Europe and the world is 

a)Russia b)Spain c)Germany d)Italy e)Ireland 

4. This country is partly in Europe and partly in Asia. 

ao ns . a)Russia b)Spain 

c)Germany dyltaly 

e)Ireland 

Using the map, write the number of the following countries. 

__ 5. Iceland ___8. Italy 

__. 6. Spain ___9. Ireland 
_z 7. United Kingdom ___10. Germany 

Bonus: What number on the map shows the country where Anne Frank lived in


